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~ °  Field Test of the Building Adoption Climate-Profile (BACPRO) %' °

Willieﬁ é. Ward, Jr.
»  October 31, 1975
&

. ) . . R
4-‘1 4 . -

! ! ' ‘ .. R ': !
Background - : o .

Ronald Havelock and others (1969,1971) have perosec Ehar, in al-
. ]
most all cases where dissemination anq,utilizacion (D & U) of knowledge

has taken place, one’or more of seveh general factors can be identified .

.

/ .as having- been active in aiding or fecilitacing the phenomena. The
1971 paper goes so far as to refer to these ‘as "Seven major factors

which predict successful yﬂnovation” (1971, 7 18, italics added).
*
)_The proposed factors are: linkage, structure, capacity, bpenpess,
reward, proximiry, and synergy.

. . \
:

*. It is useful to conceptualize the D & U process in terms of the

~ 3 ’

s
traditional communication paradigm shown below:
/

.

A}

v ‘ CHANNEL ‘ ' ’

N @ - - 2 2 Nt N .
. " SENDER MMESSAGE M RECEZVER - oo
~ [ T .a

-

One may lttempt to charactér1ze the four elements of the&process——

¢
sender, receiver, channel and méssage--along the seven proposed

dimension®. It would then be possible to assign %b any particular

—~

instance of potential D& U «(attempted communication)'a set, of 28 = )

- . o .

4 * 2
values, each indicating the status of one of- the.four communicatiof -
+ v - . . '

” e

. - ® . e .. ] .
+ elements relative to one of the seven D % U. factors. By .placing con-

straints on one or more of the communication elements, that is, by T

*

defining a limited class of communications to be atcemp;éa, }t,w&%&dn

\ . , )
* appear the *possibility- exists of ébudying pbtential,relationships

~~
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. . /

betyeen status on one or moreé of the D& U facfors and success in the
LN
intended communic

ation for that limited class. i .
. ) . v

In the present study, the class-of communications was defined as .
the attempts by the National Science Foundatign (the sender) to co&;

muniqs;e its science; and mathematics curricgula (the message) to the

\ - -
nation's classrooms (the*receiver) Yia any dnd all means (the chaﬁ%el). c . .

Successful communication was defined as use of ihe{cunridula. The .

N e \ o
preseFE study further restricted itself by considering only the status

of the RECEIVER rélativé'to the seven Dtx U ‘factors. Its facus was

< .
thus to address the questions:

. (1) ‘Is the status of the RECEIVER on any or all of the .
’ B & U factors discernibly related to the degree to
which it utilizes NSF developed curricula?

—~
. (2) 1If yes to (1), how might the relationship be -
described? . .
\d 3 \
The BACPRO . " : D .

-

The-exact identity of the RECEIVER wae at first uncertain. Nominated
\we;e,‘among others, the fﬁdividual ilassroom instructor, a committee of ° ¢
- . l . )

teachers within the school, "the pgincipal, and the local school boara. A

study conducted during the fall of 1974 (Waggf 1975-a) indicated most_

’ ¢

adoption and use decisions were magefat pither the, individual teacher or

,the‘buildiﬁg level, depending on the particular 'school. It was decided
'y N . -ﬂw .'D . *
to conduct two parallel studies, Une, conceptualizing the individual . 3

L4
teacher as the RECEIVER, and a second conceptualizing the school building

s ¢ 4

.

(i.é., its organizational and opqratiqnal_erocedures,and the general : y l} ’

' -
~

characteristics and’ attitudes exhibited across all-relevant staff) 4s
) VR I3 H . N

.
. .

the RECEIVER. The remainder of this report pertains ko tQ{ second .

(Bui#lding = RECEIVER) study. Ao RN




A method ‘was needed to assess the status of .a ‘building relative to
\

the seven'D & U factors. The Building Adoption Cllmate ngfile (BACPRO)

was developed for this purpose. The-BACPRO is & sedf-report instrument

-~

to be completedeby a mpmber of the building professional\ staff.” Items

[

are divided into seven ubscales, each yielding by direct'summation a

. » -
. value intended to reflect the status of the particular building on one

- ‘ i

of the D & U factors. Alsp yielded is information on the use in the

P
“ NS L. N
k building of the vasious NSF supported curricula. TheinStrument was

. , .« 2 T
deéveloped in two forms--Form E for elementary[huildings, and Form S for

-

secondary. . .

4

The subscalesd and the items §omprising them were developed as .

'follows. The“Havelock definitiond for each factor were studied.’ These {.

-
a

.t general defin1tions weretihen made specific to thé s1tua§ion by generat-
1ng logically a set of exemplars, each of which was thought to 1nd1cate
. -yt .
strength of a building relative‘{o one of the D &.U factors.' These sets

were reviewed by a variety of professional educators and revised, finally

- .

]

) L \ . .
) resulting in seven sets .assumed to Be valid indicdtors of a school's -

.
. . o

status on the seven D & U factors when the building as an organization

is conceptualized ‘as the RECEIVER for an NSF.curriculum MESSAGE. Items
1t ) . ’
~ , were developed directly from the final sets of exemplars. These final
\ . ' o’ £l v
sets are showrd in Exhibit 1. to . -y

e,

'Alieliability of the BACPRO . -

The reliability of the valﬁes yielded for the seven subscales must

!

o~ . , B
) ) /ﬁe sufficientﬂto allow use of the valugs for fyrther analysis. If the
scorerprofile-ﬁor a given building is. similar'across several different

) raters, ghe céntention that the scores correspond to quantities intrinsic

oz

>
~ -

'S}

"
-
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EXHIBIT -1. Exemplars (in condensed form) For User System Defined
. i as the quividuél Building.

N

-

Linkage , ' . ’ ‘ . :
Administrators - Colleggs and Universities
- Professional associations dealing with curricula
-~ In—service curriculum training programs
- Administrators in other districts
- Commercial (publishers') curritulum specialists’

~

* Teachers - [same list as "Administrators" above]
" Administrators - Administrators °* .. R
Teachers . -~ Teachers':

" Teachers' respon31bi1ities defined

JInternal openness to change (from ithin)

Administrators -’ Teachers
Adpinistrators - Community
Teachers ~ Community -

Structure

Organization cRain of authority / i
Built-in review procedure . .

Objectives-defined at c%ﬁ;s level ' -
Coordination between teachers and between departments

Openness ’ -

Acceptance.of outside ideas
Reaching for outside ideas
Willingness to take risk
Willingness to adapt ideas to 1 al situation

receaﬁiveness-?y

Capacity

Phyéical plant
Administrative structure
Financial resources .
Faculty
Community
Students

L 4

Reward

1

Attdtude toward,reward to students from past adoptions

Attitude toward potential reward to studenteéérom future adoptions

Attitude toward reward to faculty trom past &foptions
Attitude toward potential reward to faculty from future adoptions-

LY

P?oximity . ) '

Nearness to permanent resources ~
Nearness to temporary resources . o
Nearness to neighboring districts : PR |
Psychological proximity .

y -

Synergy , o -

% -
+Sources of contact wit NSF message .
Diversity of sources and intensity from egch -source

oy

( R
’ ’
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to the building is'strengthenefﬁ An appropriate index for examination .
s ~ . B . ’ ~ ) '
is the intraclass correlation coefficient (Hays, 1973, p. 535; Wiher,

1971, p. 287).. This statistic is-based‘on the ratio of between-schocl

variance to between-rater varisfice and indicates both the extent to .

- »

which«raters of the same buyilding respond similarly and the extent to

¢ o . 0
The internal consistency of each subscale, tbe degree

which the 5subscale discriminates between buildfngs. ' t)‘ o
o which items

X ‘ .
tend to be answered similarly by-a particular rater, is also of interest'

- 5

’ A high degree ot internal con31stency in a subscale would indi;ate the

L3 é )

items are tapplng some djglnlte entity, either a ‘true generaliZation of

the buildlng climate or a wellcdkveloped construct in the mind of the
1 » ~ @
ratef‘ An appropriate statistic for examination is Cronbach's coefﬁﬂcient

@ (Lord & Novick, 1968, p. 87). - ) -

Methods of Searching for Ordér in the Data )
7 - )

Two possible deterministic.classe’s of\relatiénships between D & U

-
factor scores and use were prvbbsed, lineaY compensatory relationships

and threéhold relationships (Ward, 1975-b). The former sﬁggests-that a’

. r

building s degree of\useI::;;ie/relevant curricula may be predicted from
.. <2 R ! ' -
a 1fnear combination of &U factor scores. ' It is compensatory in

the sense that wéakness in one area can be fully compensated for by

A

strength in another. A threshold relationship postulates that use will
\

not be observed unless a building possesses a status in excess of some
~ -

~

value for a pamticular D & U faector, a threshold value. Were this,
strictly krué,“é pldt'of use rate vs. status on the D & U factor under -

consideration wouldr;esult in no use.prfgr to some value anrd a d

-

guishable increase when that value had. been passed.
. N L




7
The mode of analysis for compensatory relationships was defin&d as.

multiple linear regression with use rate (use) as the dependent variable

’

and the'status scores on the seven D & U factors as independent varf—

.

‘ables. Use rate, often referred ﬁ(»in this report simply as use, was

- ° -~
« . Iy

defined as: . LN

Number of students using NSF curricula

.1 weighted by reported degree of use
Student population of building
T, P

LRy

.

LX) P

Linkage, structure, capacity, openness, rehard, and proximity scores were
) ) ’ / . 5 7
defined 'as the simple sum of responses to appropriate items. Synergy,
. N . , - ) o
the intengity with which,the”Ngffmess fell upon the buiLding, was de- -
v . “‘-) Ie
fined alternatively as’ (1) the absolute number of contacts af building

people with the message, (2) the absolute number of contacts divided by

the size of the building s certified teaching staff, and (3) the absolute

.

number of contacts divided by the size of the building' s total instruc-

tional'staff, resulting in three sligﬁtb& dif?brent sets of independent

variables_t%;belinvestigaté@. Evidence that_a meaningful compensatory .

li‘ear relationship did exist was defined¢as'thé generation of a predic-~

.

tion equation yielding a regression F sufficiently large to satisfy the
criteria of Draper and Smith (1966, p. 64). v o , P

-

The mode of anaIysis for threshold’ relationshipshas defined as

visual inspection. Plots of use rate vs., each D é,y factor were. to be
o ' ’ : £ 0
visudlly examined ‘for evidence of thresholding. Evidence that-a
N s ‘ “ .
‘threshold relationship did exist was defined to be the‘detectiap of
< : ' - \ ' - . . -

thresholding on one or more factoks.
. A

e




- 4

‘A\somewhat 1éoser, and perhabs more realistic, interpretation of

« B

the Havelock proposition is to regard it as a»proposal for a necessary

but not sufficient (NBNS) ‘condition for innovation. For the situation !

’
o~ 0

at hand, this may be paraphrased as, "For use to take place, strength

"must.be ‘present on at,least one of ‘the factorsﬁp It is not necessary

Y
AR
. 3 .

that. it be the same ‘faetor in each case nor\is it expected that strength

¢

will always or eyen usually'lead'éo use. It is expected, however, that

f -
without strength somewhere use is quite unlikely."

A test of this formulation was made g& considering only users. A

-
' - s .

null hypothesis was posed that use is independent of relative status om
’ . . .
D & U 'factors,. 1In this case, the likelihood of various proportioﬁs_of :

¢

* schpols in the user group rating highly on one or more D & U factors may

¢ Y

be obtained byjconsidering the éhpropriate binomial distribution. V.
¢ - . ] .

* High use 4nd high status relative t® a factor were defined as being

in the upperAZSZ of the appropriate distributiot. Cri{erion for rejec~
. '\ -\\‘ " - . . '\ - ."\-‘ . .t N R
tion of the, null hypothesis and acceptance of its alternative, that

<

major strength on some {any) factor is a necessagy but not sufficient
. ~_‘ . - = . . ) . .
condition for use; was defined as a proportion of puildings in'the high

use;group“also ehhihitiné high statys on at least one D & U factor

~

having a probability of less than .1 undet the null hypothesgis.

-
3

i Pilot Test -. Chicago . ,

During June 1975, a pilot test of Form b (elementary) was conducted

among principals of the Chicago City Schpol System. Sample and results

.
~ )

were:
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Seample: ’ -
) Instrument$ sent. : 50 . RS . .
. . .
¢ , Instruments returned - 15 .
. R
. Return rate . 302  (15/50) , ‘ ' ,
. Ret’:li'ned‘ but unuséble_ ’ 0 - - 'ﬁh}. .
: " Final sample N v 15 L ' . o
\ ’ ' . . » ’ . E ¢ ‘
’ Results: |, \ / S , ) ‘\'
. * Reliability R . ) ; \/’% N
. ., ; . . .
Intraclass correlation coefficients R d S
. . i 3 (‘§‘ v ‘\ " * , H
. = No multiple measures on buildings - . N
’ Internal consisteni:y coefficients - .
. synérgy .43 T T . ¢ ) ' Lo _ :
linkage .76 ' s . "
' structure .51, ' . ..
. capacity .74 . ' TN . ’ e,
LN openness .24 ’ ’ -t . S
' reward” .50 o . : .-
' -, proximity CoeTl . . o .
[ - - - * . . ._ ; .
Relationships -, , / o v .
. ~ . - . . “ . *‘:‘ - ’
7 Compensatory linear trelationship _ \\ S )
: : 8" ' . .. R ' .
. 7. A multiple regression equation using six bf thé seven
- scales as imdependent variables was constructed which . - ..
yielded an RZ of:.74. -The regression F, however, was '
. not sufficiently large to regard the eqﬁat.u_m .as a .
satisfactory predictor ‘indicating that the fulk of the .,
relationship was probably an értifact of the Jow ratio - ,
., between the number of cases- and "the number of inde- -
N pendent variable’s . . LR A o
. s R . o )
- , "P«l;\fesho,ld Relationship REN T &‘ : \
‘ ’ No thresholding was detetted. .. | e .
. © oL : R .
' . r e N . . !
» |
- A L) . ’/l
‘ * . " 13 - ’ :i
S -~ . -
RN e ” w\ L] . "
LB . ‘ 11 : . ) v



"Facilitating Relatignship : IR <
3 * v .
. . * o Due to the small sample size, the top third (n=5)
. ’ rather than’ the top quarter by use wer/’examined
8 - Two of these were also in the top third on all |
T, / . : A -  seven factors, one on six factors, and one ‘on five. .
\.

factors.- The _small sample size precluded meaning-

| * ful judgements based on the probability of these *

{ : ; : outcomes undér the hypothesis of  no association. ¢ -
&

- © . ¢
.
-

'~ The“implications of the results of the Chicago pilot test wete un-

‘¢lear, but wefe sufficiently encoutaging to justify, after some revision

. . [N ’ ’ ~
» of the instrument, a field test of greater scope. ’
. 1 . ' ) "
\ X : - ' ~ “ - -
°, Field Test -'Wisconsin ) “1 ) ( ' v . ..

. - . 3
(84 » h

During Ocgober 1975, a field tésttéf Form S (secondary) was.conductad

. ) £ 1 . . y
among secondary schools randomly selected from the Wisconsin Public School

»
. ’

- a N ’.c ,
%gfbctory. This was a larger-effort than, the pilot test in Chicago and
" included an expanded attempt to assess instrumental reliability By ‘request-
a - . ¢ - ‘. {. : . *
ing multiple‘ratings on a portion of the buildings. )
.. ) . " . - a ‘: .
Sample: : ' Lo K ‘
- . instfuments‘Sent ) R Coe ] ’ .
' R . Building ptincipal only ' 166, - - ..
'oox - (one measurement per huilding) . . . N
. Lo . /
. Buildipg principal and three . 41
science or mathematics, teachers : 123 L
(four measurements per. building)- . ) A
) ’ ) L ., T 7330, .
. ) Instrumen’ts Returned v g - . B N
' «l From principal only buildings - - ek
s . - .
” From multiple measurement buildings ] - 2
’ :/”/ Principal only, . . 5 Y )
';,4” ' ) Principdl 1 teacher . " 12
) ‘ . Principal, 2 teachers S 12 " <
. " Principal,.3 teachers . 4 .
. v . 1. Teacher . . 9 1}
RO 2 Teachers - ; 10 v .
. ) 3 Teachers ) 9
[ . N v [EUR—
, - ~ ) . - 125
) * I

The fifth was in the top. third on none of the D & U ‘<




‘ . - .
Return Rate
Building-wise (at least 1)

-
- Instrument-wise =~ -
~ Reéé&gedﬁbut'UnusaEle « . '
¢ A R ’ . .
o Af'f: Final Sample N !
[ - . ,
. . Principals ° -4
o " Buildings with multiple responses
Instruments ’ ‘ o1
. , :“' . N s . . .‘\ *
./ . ]: . '*;:’ s »
+ Results: . ot '
cye /\
Reliability . : -
Intraclass correlations }
. RS . 19 Buildings
' . ynergy .. - N .20
’ nk"TTﬁkagg - v <.01
> - structure . .56 )
3 ) < capacity .42 ‘
. openness 14
"+ reward i .12
proxihityf T .41
R 2 -

- Internal consistency coefficients
.72 Principals

- ¢

L. oo syﬁergy T T..83 .69
T linkage ‘ 88 .. “93
¢ . . ' structure . .62 .78
capaeity .80 T .80~
o openness .34 , 249 e
, ~ reward . .62 .59 -
* ’ /proximity - .62 47 .
‘ Relationships ! )
. ‘ Coyﬁgnsatory linear rglé@ionship
e . ° M * No ﬁatisfanfory mulfiple regression equation could
' ' be constructed. = The elosest appréach, hardly, clos%
) “at all, was made by considering only data from
o principals'(n=72) and Jéfiningﬁsynergy as ## contacts/
. S R cettified staff. This equation, which tontained all
) 'scales except openness, yielded an R2 of only .101
:;mg'_ . * and.a regression F of 1.22, far below the criterion
. for a satisfactory predictive equation. !
P ) \ ) ¢ ‘.
4 - y j‘ . ~ 1
S ‘ - .
13 :

43% (90/207)
' 38 (125/330)\-

9

»

19 N
16

44 Teache;s-

»

\‘ -




Threshold,réIationship

Plots of use rates vs. status scores on the D&'U
factors were constructed for principal scores .
teacher scoresg and mean scores for buildings. No
thresholding was discernible.

s

\\\ Facilitating reIationship

N

I E R Ve

r y '
* N Data from principals only was usgd ig this analys1s
(N=72).

The 25% report1ng highest use rates (N=18) were
identified and separated for examination, and the"
75th péercentile of sach of the factor scorendistri-
butions was determined.

The number of cases among the 18 buiidings ‘highest
in use also exhibiting a factor score in the upper
quarter of "the appropriate factor scqre distribution
were: .

- S v )

synergy 7
slinkage 5
structure 7
capacity 8
openness- 6
reward 5

. proximity 1

All 18 cases exhibit a factor score %¥n the upper
quarter on okre or more factors. This .outcome has

a probability of less than, .08 under the null
hypothesis of independence of use arnd factor scores.

-

v .

[y . v, -

Conclusions and Comments ’ h

¢
2

(1) The qLaptitative values yielded™~by the BACPRO when completed by |.

an arbitraryﬂsampleeof buildiﬁgs! teachers and/or administrators cannot
.n» » - - . . « * )
be fegarded as reliable and valid direct indicationms of the status of the !

building relative to the Hatelock D & U factors.
’ -r T R . .
- The reliability analpsis folloﬁiﬂg the Wisconsin trial clearly iﬂoir

LEPEN

cates that the instrument does not yield consistent data when- used by‘ -

L ®»

different observers theoretically rating the same phenomenon When all

"




‘\~~

L4

</

1

observations on a building were consﬁdered, the mean within—building

,variance was on the same order as the between-building variance on the

-
L]

* synergy, linkage,_openness, and reward scales.

L

' (2) The quantitative values yiklded by the BACPRO may be reliable
. . 4 . +
indications of the status of a building relative*to the Havelock D & U. °
> * h’ -~ P}

factors as perceived by a certain obgerver. ] "

\\" @ N *
(N » _ . .o
The magnitudes of the internal consistency coefficients for both

principals and teachers indicate the D & U factors may be more than simply °

labels for relatively independent collections of exemplars. It -is pos-
sible that the~collection of items on any particular scale may be recgg-
nizable to the rater as all thrusting toward a single’ generalization, for

example the openness of the bu1ldwhg climate. If this is so, and if%it

A

is a generalization‘he has formed prior perceptions of, a rater may

A ~

' .
N ’ ~ /

easily be conceived of as unconsciously aIteriﬁg.objective reality to’////’
) ; . . ; . ,

o
. -l

~

conform more closely to his perception. In'this way identical objective
data may be reported differentially, by two observers with each having a

high reliability " The apparent contradiction disappears when the reports

A}
o

* are regarded as measures of the rater's perception of some underl&ing -
attribute rather than direct measures of the status of the school Building.
) > * , ; ! -~
A principal's_and his teachers' perceptions may differ 'because they

o -

are processing inputs differently, they #re looking at different things,

or;both One,would‘bxpect most teachers to have a more limited per—
\ f‘h\
spective than their principai from- which to'make judgments relative to
< . > . $ .-
the entire?building Likewise, one might expect F principal to be

-

generally more skillfud 1n forming assessments of the type reqoired by _

thé\instrument Whatever the reason, recent studies (Reineke & Welch,

r . . - \ I

¢

e




- - -

1973; Ward, 1975) have dndicated that ptincipals ,and teachers do often
N . . p;

- éerceive relatively objectiveqfacts ;?33; their school quite differently.

In view of the above, it appears reasonable to ask "Are the build-

] .
ing principal's perceptions of the building's status on the D-& U
, .\——

factors related to curricula‘use?" and "If so, how?" The searé¢h for

order thuszgﬁnqentrated on the .responses of the 73 principals.

<

Y . .. Ry i . [

. (3). Evidence was not found that principals' perceptions of their !

building's status relative to the Havelock(? & U factors are related in
et k)

any major degree to their fhllding s use rate of NSF durricula ds ‘“

_hypothesized in a compensatory model, such model being operationalized

“

H -
4

in the form of multiple linear regression. ...

L . ° > L

B

' [ A N i I
(4) Evidence was not found that‘principals' percepfions of their ;

" building's status relative to the Hawelock D & U factors are related to
— ~

. s |
‘their building's usé-rate of NSF c‘:ricula as hypothesized in a
2 - R . a \‘ -
.| threshold model. * ‘S\ ‘ - . *

s — . L ] \ ?\
ke g | |

-
> )

e

(5) Principals perceptions of their building's s atus relative %o E
the Havelock D & U factors may be related to their building's usé¥rate

by the ' necessary but not sufficient model Principals who reported o

<.
use ?ates in the uBE!r quarter of the sample also percei ed the 4%%5@ i

~building in the upper quarter relative to atgﬂeast one D & U factoggat a’
. . % . ¥
. kA

|
. y; . A i
level highly unlikely due to chance alone. ) _ . . J

- . This view may represent the best and most realistic i terpretation of

the Havelock factors, that they are facilitatotrs’ rather than determinants

4
’ v

of change, diffusion, andrutilization. The‘presence of strength on one ér'
: ' . R : . \

. .
. o 46 ¢ -
. o Jy X N . :
D i . o . 3
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. .
- 3 . - .
. L . L. . 14
~ -

LI .

more of these factors in a given situation mgy not ensure that the desired

RS . €

resuit wi%l occur, but lack of strength on all will make the desired re-
v & . ' d ’

sult much less likely to occur. .

¢

Y

- . -

L4

(6) The factors most powé;fﬁl as facilitators of uéége of NSF'

curricula ap?bar to be ﬁroximity (both physical and psychological Coa
< \ . b Y ’ ~

°

closeness between the building qﬂd workshops, curriculum §§ecialists,

universities, and other school districts) an& capacity (physicgl,_
v . , ’ .

“

financial, and human).
. [ 3

4 - “ i
«

N

\\

This is ;n extension of conélugéon (5). Strength_ggmgﬁese‘two -

4///’\d&\\‘f7ctors appears mest frequently, 11 éqd 8 tiﬁes }espectiveiy, among the

3

-~

. upper quarter of users. Such rates of occurrence, were onhly that single_

) Y

€

. factor being considered, would have probabfliﬁies of ..0013 and .0570 .

»

undér the hypothésis of indepeﬁhence.
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“\ BUILSING CLIMATE INVENTORY
" FORM E |

-\'" - . . N
s

-,

"Please circle the number or £ill in the blank on the
" esponse sheet to indicate your response to each item.

‘o

© Item # . Ly v

”,
s

1. Your Pbsigionf 1 = principal @ 2 = teacher 3= other

2. Student Ro?uléﬁlon (approximate) of Your Building B -

*3.; 'Number-of Certified Teachers in Your BuiMing

4. Grades 'in‘the Building
%

’

5. Average Teacher Turnover Per Year:

.
.

1 = less than 102 2 = 10-25% 3 = 25-50% " 4 = greater than® 50%

Please Indicate the levelibf use of eachof the following in Your Bd;iding:

- -

A

1= ﬁb dée; 2 = siiéht use - 3~¥:§93érate‘use 4 = high use .

6. School Mathematics Study Group (SMSG) materials
. . ) "0' . H RN
7. Unified Science and Mathematics for Elemehtgyy 8chools (USMES):

8. Elementary'EEhool Science (ESS)

<

9, Science_burriculum Improvement étudy (sc1s) A -

-

‘10, Science®- A Procgég Approach (SAPA), the program of AAAS .

1. Man: A Colrse of Study (MACOS) B

N o s .

’

Y 4 . 2 N
Folléwing are several means. by which members of your building staff

- may have come in contact with oné of the programs listed above.
Please estimate the number of different people from your building
> who have come in contact with any of the programs by each of the(\

following means,
N <«

.12; College teacher trainingA. . . . ~

13. -National‘Sciencb Foundaé;on institutes .

14f‘ ého;t workshoés 4 da&s or iess) ‘

15, Pfofe§Bioﬁal‘assogia§}on mebtings . e ’ S

i%- ;Employmént in anbthgr school R ) o ‘ 'A L.

d7. Professional literature - N : | ST . '
18.'-Acéess to tests and materials . | . ':'

4

;o N - /

#This inétrume;t was de;eLOped for research purpgéfs by (the Minnesota Research and
2lch, '2Q4 Burton Hall, University

..© valuation Prdject. Copyright 1975 by Wayne W. )
IERJf:E Minnesota, Minneapolis 55455. All rightg reserved. 0

~
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- " ' -

All items call for &our assessment of the conditions in your building or
the ‘opinions held by the building teaching and administrative staffs.
ON QUESTIONS OF OPINION, PLEASE GIVE YOUR ESTIMATION OF THE GENERAL, "o

, BUILDING-WIDE VIEWPQINT, EVEN IR IT DOES NOT MATCH Y'OU_R OWN PERSONAL P
OPINION. Cte - ' ¢
. . , z 3 .
%‘" ‘ ) . -
E - . .
1 3 R -, [y ~
-, ' \ - L g ,

b 280

*\
? ot

iPleage describe the amount of contact and interaction befweé_n‘ or émong

<

the groyps as dndicated. Use the scale 1 - 5:.

X e [}
, 0 }Virt:ua}ly no . - High degree- of
contact or interaction. 1,  2° 3 &4 57 contact and ingeraction
< ~ \
. x
. o ) .., ./ -
19. Between building administrators and college, or university currfcukgn '
USpecialists - . ‘ . : - )
20. Between Buildipg admi'nist:rat:'ors and brofeséional associétions dealing ‘
" with curriculunm” i . ©
D " PO Cooe . .
21, Between'build:!.ﬁg sadministrators and administrators of other buildings T
22 _Between. building administrators’ and .in—ser;rice programs L ¢ 9
23, . Between building administ:rat:grs and‘ cgumergial (e*.g. publishers') R
"curriculum specialists ' Cot, .
v - N
- 4 , A ) .
' 24, Between builging teathers and college or university ;ui;ripulum*Specialists N
25. Between bullding teachers and professional associations dealing with - '
- curriculum e &, ’
. . . . . s
"26.  Between building teachers and teachers in other buildings )
27, _Bgtweengildi%g teachers and in-service programs . F
" Between .building tedchers and commercial (e.g. publishelzs') curriculum
‘specilalists
29, ‘Among bt;il'ding‘gdminist:i'gtors . B )',-,’

- 30. -Among building’t:eachers . ,

Between administira’t::oxs and Xeachers Within the building -

Between ddministrators. and the cpmmunity ' ' _
N [y N , L

‘ : . . ' N ' 23, - \

Between ‘teachers and the community- .- . . S

‘9 . 3 , -
J "

N
.
N . ..
-
-
I
B .




-~ » ) P N . . -3- . - . . » -
.. ' . ‘ N
Please~indicate te’ what degree the following statements chafacterize e
your building. Use the scale?’ A ° ) ) oo
. LY “' - o ) ‘ ©
¥ Not at all | « - - Highly - 7 .
" . characteristic 1 2 3 45 characteristic g . .
4 - . RN . "
7 ' ‘ /
" 34, There is ‘a well defined "chain of authority" through whicﬁ most intra—staff
business is conducted ' R - s . T
. N - Sos .
- 357 Direct supervision of a staff member by his/her,supervisor or a, day %o day
bagis’ is commbn T ~ #
. Lo ~ ~ " 13
f * * . i Q ) -

36. Most subjects have explicit, well defined objectives wh%ch serve as the
* basis’ for planning instruction¢

- ’,

37. All curricula taught ate subjected to pre-planned review and evaluation

- at regular ﬁntervals. . ey . “ﬁ;)
A . .

38. "Teachers pldn and carry out their instructional programs relatively .

L independently of others teaching che gamé level, . - . ,\. -

39. Teachers of lone grade level work closely with-thoseabﬁ,other grade levels -.
— to intsrlock and correlate their reSpectiVe progr ‘ -

\‘,J .
! 14
’ _40. The extents ﬁL limits of individual teachers' responsibilities to the
building and istrict are extensively defined\in writing\ ,
N . .; L N ' ﬂ' e
v ‘ » } \'d ' H - .

Assuming a major curriculumﬁghange had been' deemed desirable, please
evaluate. the capacity, on an hverage.over the pasty five. years, that

. following dimensions. Use the scale:. ’, . . .
Low capacity,. N g , ' High capapityz- .
2 many inhibitors 1772 3 4 5 féw ighibitots g
M

[3

L4l PhysicalQ!Eant (room size, utilities, .44, Faculty .

your building would have had’ for receiving the change along th& .

" storage space, etc.) . o . L T
N .y . 45, Students e
42. Administrative strugture (class . ‘}' ) oo
" grouping!, contractfial obligations, | 46.  Community support . S
state curricula, efc.) . L. , o a U
. 3 : B S ‘> =
. 43. Financial resources - . P e o ., ~
d ' b N | S :

’ ‘/f" L oL *

47, When major new curriculum materials are to be chosen, which best describes
the selection procéss as it operates in youf‘situatfon.f

1 = Selection by teachers with little administrator input

= Selectiop by teachers with considerable ‘administratod input
= Selection jointly by teachers and administrators, roughly equal input «
= Selection by administrators with considerable'teacher input -t
= Selection by administrators with little teacher input » 3

w LN




‘ 49.

48,

50.

55.

S - .

| )

. T /’
Please describe the degree to which you feel the following statements
reflect the general OPINIONS AND ATTITUDES OF YOUR BUILDING STAFF. Use

the scale: ,

. R s .. .
Does not reflect . Reflects ,
' building opinion 1 2 3 ¢4 * building opinion
M : BN .-
& .

’
S

Outside ‘ideas on curriculum are often extremely important in improving.

the schdol's program. .

It is the school's responsibility to actively seek outside ideas on
curriculum, ) . o '

-

-The’ school should be willing to take a fair degree of risk to &prove~
-its curriculum o . . .

v

Any major "curriéulim package' should‘ge used as is and not modified |
at the local ‘level. o / .

"A school can often significantly improve its curricula by using

internal resources and does not/?ave to rely on external assistance.

Most outside curriculum specialists who come in cpntact with school
staff ‘have 'a highly realistic understanding of the school s

costs and problems.

T

When past major curriculum adoptions are considered, on the whole- /
benefits.and improvements realized by the faculgx far outweighed the costs

: capabilities, objectives and limitations. . )
When past major curriculum adoptions are considered, on the whole the . PR
benefits.and improvements realized by the students far outweighed the .

SR g - .

o . ’0;

-~ and problems, " , - A
56. Given my school's current situation, the benefits for the students of ,.i
any majotr curriculum change in the near future are highly unlikely to -
offsa!‘the costs and problems involved. % . .
" '57. Given my school's current situation, the benefits for ‘the faculty of
T ' any major curriculum change .in the near future are highly unlikely to .
«(\ ,offset the costs and problems 4involved. . )
. . . \
9 -
Please estimate the numberrof each of the following within two hours %
+ driveof your schdol. Circle “your estimate on the'response sheet. ’
-‘ sk, ‘ Cee
58. Permanent institutions with cu;Liculum specialists (colleges, , p
univergities, research institutes; xstc.)
. ‘} ’ K4
, 29, Temporary .activities featuring curriculum spepialists, not held at the '_
. . institutions coufited above (conventions, in-service training; major
workshops, etec.) O . -
60. Other school districts o7 ', . . :
o - THAT'S ALL  THANKS . _




RESPONSE SHEET

I / BUILDING CLIMATE INVENTORY - .
. - FORM E -
~ N . 7 .
. ) w ! o v . 5
.04 o2 3. 21., 1 2-3 4 5 B, 1 2 3 4 5
l‘ ‘ . 1 . /, ) . - . :\ ‘.h \(
- 22 1 2 '3 & 5. L2, '1/4 3 4 -5 -
' - . 23, 1 2 3 4 5 [ w3, -1 2 34§
A | thru 2. 1 2 3.4 5 | w1 o2 3.4 3
. oreungraded’ - e B . . t
/ ‘ o Sl 2. .1 2 .3 & .5 M50 12 3" 4 5
l 1.2 3 & T ‘ ]
, . 26, 1 2 -3 b4 5 46. 1 2 3 & 5 .
6, .1 2 3 b o 1 o
’ , 27, 1 2 3. 5 0 W, 1 2 3 4 5
b o 1 2 3 b : C e . ’ '
- 8. "1 2 F.w¥ay 48, 1 2 3 4 5.
' 1 2 3 b4 o | o7
\ T . 29, 1 2 3.4 5 49, 1 "2 3.4 .5 )
' 1 23 4 C - ,
' « 30. 1 <'3 b5 |- ‘s0. 1 2 3 4 5
0. 1 2.3 4 o of _ z T '
' ‘ , 31, 1 2 3 & 5 51. 1 2-3 & 5 \
* .1 2 3 &4 ' C ) v "
32, 1 2 3 & 5 a52, 1 ,233 ks
1' ‘ . y C ol ’
’ . 33 1 2 3 & 5 | 53 1 2 374 &
1" 3. 1 2 3.4 75 Pl 12 3 & 5 =
1“‘0 - ' / ) . /’ N [
' 35. 1 2 3 475 55, 1 2 3 4 5
1%y, ! N & : - t ,' , .
36. 1 2 3 4 5 56, 1 2 3 k5
"l .. 7. 1 2 3 4 5 57. 1 2 3 4 5
‘i. 7 . ‘. 38. 1 2 3.4 5 ' 58. none -1 "o 5-10 114 °
1.80 ) "’~ A ’ - se o R
g : 39. 1 2 3 b 5 59. none 1 2<% 5-10 11+,
’1l. 1 2 3 4 5 . NI - .
Lo. 1 22 3 & 5 60, none 1-5 6-10 11-20 21+
1 M 2 3 4 5 g .
v
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_ *.  BUILDING .CLIMATE INVENTORY
SR - FORM S - ‘

N c . - 4
Please circle.the;numbqr.bq fill in the blank on the
Response - Sheet to indicateﬂxpur response to each item.

] B

’ » ’, . “

’
' . . .
" A
] . L - . \
N . .
B N . . .

"Your position: 1 = Principal 2 = Teacher | 3 = Other

Student pOpuiat;On (approximate) of your buildipg
Number of .certified teachers in your building
c e . ' . o~ .

Number of other instructional personnel (aides, etc.) -

" - "

. : . ‘ - .-; PN ) -
Building type: 1 = Sr Hi (9-12 or 10-12) - 3 = Jr-Sr Hi (7-12 or 6~12)
: : " 2 =Jr Hi (Middle Schoold, 4 = Comptehensive (K-12).

v . - . . b3 . -

. heavily, the appropriate response would/bcc 15,_High). . e

- X , —
e - ’.;‘~;‘

On-the reverse side of the Response Sheet- are listed the téxts of the

major National Science Foundation supported, currictula in science and

mathematics. If any of these are in use in’ your, building, please’ indicate

' the. approximate nymber of students using per year, and their degree of use -

(e.g., if only 15 out of 1,000 studentp use a ‘text, but they use it

O

o
‘Texts nqt used in your building should be indicated as "Not Used". .

H - 4
- .
-

a

L

. - ?
- . fl ,

a

'Foliowing are sevetral means by'which members of'yoﬁ;'building staff may

,have come in contact with one 'of. thé texts o programs ligted on the

Response Sheet. Please e tidafpothe number of different people from _
your building who have come in fcontact with any of the programs by each |
- LK

of thé following means.

. \‘ o . /
College teacher training

National Science FouhdatiOn i stiiugés
“ ) e "

.- ﬁhért workshops (4 days or“Ieéé)
. , . ‘»

-

¢ < )
Professional association meetings
Empfbyment in apother schoo

Professional iigfrature

Access to ‘tests and materials

4 L4

—
Iy ., -
. .

1
Ay




- .
,,« . - .
T - a - ‘
- - . *
Please describe the amount of contact and interaction between or among
+  your building's teachers, administrators, etc., .as indicated. Use the
scale 1-5: . . ‘. -
- . _, \ . < : e g
) Virtually no_\\ T ’ i “High de!ree of
N contact or interaction 1 2‘1‘3 4 5 contact and’ interagtion
. A v T e Qt’ ' ’ ‘ ¢ —,,\.ll
. 14, Between-building administrators and college or university curricu&um
specialists I . - ) -
° " / ’
+ 15, Between building administrators and professional associations dealing o
- with curriculum v ‘ -
R .Q L .
16, Between building administrators and administrators of other buildings
/
17. Bgtween building administrators and in-service progiams .
; 18, ‘Between building administrat rs and commercial (e. 8y publishers )
P cufsiculum specialists, : e T t» ;
N
19. Between science and math teachers and cohlege or hniversity curriculum
'specialists . . . - . R ;
. . g  d . .
20. Between science and math teachers and professionhl associations dealingt
RN with curriculum T . ] Lo
- . - SR
21, Between science and,math teachers -and teachers in other buildings
[ . . . e . v NI )
22, Between sctence and math teachers and it-service-programs - ' ’
* \ & -~ [S
23. Between science‘and ‘math teachers and commercial .(e,g., publishers )
:" . ‘curriculum specialists . / ) . N2 )
26 Amoﬁ@ building;administrators .. ' - . . f ..
¢ 25, Among science and math‘teachers A . e
26. Between administrators and teachers within the building .
" 27, Between administrators and the community .. . i
28,

All items call for your assessment pof the ‘canditions din your.buildi;é,or'
the opinions held by the building teaching and administrative staffs.

ON QUESTIONS OF OPINION BLEASE GIVE YOUR ESTIMATION OF THE GENERAL VIEW- )

PQINT AMONG ADMINISTRATORS, SCIENCE AND MATH TEACHERS EVEN If IT DOES
NOT MATCH YOUR OWN PERSONAL OPINION. - . .

s . ',

Between gcience and math teacliers and the‘community’

S B




~

Please indicate to what degree the following statements charatterize -
your building. Use the scale 1-5:

Not at all’ . Highly
characteristic 2 characteristic .
f " . -
. ) 4
There 1is'a well-defined "ehain of authority" through which most‘intra-staff -
business is conducted. ‘

¥

Direct supervision of a staff member by his/Rer supervisor on_ a da —~to~day
basis is common., . . %. v
Most science and math courses have explicit ‘well-defined objectives: which

serve as the basis for planning instruction. =

PO "N

4

A1l science and math curricula taught are subjected to pre—planned review
and evaluation at regular intervals. .

Science and math teachers plan and carry out their instructional programs
relatively independently of other members of their department.

The science and mathematics departments work closely with each other to .
interlock and correlate their respective programs.

The ‘extents and'limits of individual teachers' responsibilities to the
building and district are explicitly defined in writing.

~
‘

x

- Assuming-a major curriculum change had been deemed desirable, please
evaluate the capacitz, on an average over the past five years, that your
building would have had for receiving the change along the following

. ;dimensions.' Use the scale 1-5: Lo

Low capacity, . . High capacity,
: many inhibitors few Inhibitors .

—

Physical plant (room size, utilities, ‘ 39. Faculty

storage spage, etc,) . . o :
}f. Administrative structure (class grouping, i 40, Students - \“
cqntractual obligations, state curricula,etc.)

“ |

(4

38, Financial respurces . . ) ° 41, Community support

i

‘42. “When major new curriculum materials are_to be chosen, which best describes
the -selection prbcess as it ‘operates in your situation

1-= Selection by teachers with little administrator input
= Selection by teachere with considétable administrator input. ’ -
= Selection jointly by teachers and administrators, youghly equal input
2 Selection bf\kdministrators with considerable teacher input
-,Selection‘by administrators with little teacher input

27

[}




.51. Given my school's curreént gituatiorm, the benefits for-the students of

. > "
b} “ . . . . S
. .

.t N . T : M
o N &
Please describg_the degree to which you feel the following statements
reflect the general OPINIONS AND ATTITUDES OF YOUR BUILDING'S SCIENCE
AND MATH STAFF. Use.the scale 1-5:

Tt

Does not reflect Reflects
building opinion 1 2 3 4 5 building opinidn

-

o~
i, : b N
43, Outside ideas on curriculum are often extremely important in improviﬁg
the school 8 program. .

44, - It is the school s responsibility to actiyely seek outside ideas’on
( curriculum. . ,

- . - ) . ~>

QS. The- School should be willing to take a fair degree of risk to improve

its curriculum. .
. . . ' e

46. Any major "curriculum package" should be used as is and not modified
.at the local level. : .

l\ *
47. A 'school can often improve its curricula by using internal resources
only. »

%8: Most outside curriculum Specialists who come in contact with school

¢ staff have a highly realistic understanding of the school 8 capabilities,‘
objectives, and limitations. : 4
49, When past major curriculum adoptions are considered, on the whole the
benefits and improvements realized by the students far outweighed the
Costs and problems,
Yy 3
50, When past major curriculum adoptions are considered, on the whole the
‘benefits and improvements realized by the faculty far outweighed the
costs and problemsa ‘| .- 2

»~
*

any major curriculum change in the near future are highly unlikely to
offset the costs and problems involved. \ RN
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N >

" 52. Given my scht 1'g current'situation, the benefits 'fqQr the faculty of

"any major curriculum change in the near future are' highly unlikely to
offset the costs.and problems'involved.
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Please estimate the number -of &ach of~the_following lozated within two .
hours' drive of your school. Circle your estimate on the Response Sheet.

53. Permanent institutions with science or math curriculum specialists (colleges,
: universities, research institutes,_ etc.)

- s
54, - Temporary activities this year featuring science or math.curriculum special--
ists, not held at the institutions counted above (conventions, in-service

' e, trainihg, rkshops, etc.) ] !

»
A

55. Other school digtricts T I

z ‘THAT'S AIL . THANKS ' .,
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RESPONSE SHEET

‘ : _ BUILDING CLIMATE INVENTORY - -
' FORM S -
%\ - .k L4
;
1. ‘1 2 3 2D, 1 2 3 4 5 39 1 2 3 4 5
2, 2, 12 34 5 * lo. 1 2 374 s
- % ' -
3. . 22, 12 3 4 s 41, 1 2,3 4 5
. 2., 1 2 3 4 5 J2. 1 2 3 4 5
5. 1 2 3 4 - l24.~1 2 3 485 W3, 1 22 3 4 s
b, £ 4 i @J-—’\ s AN L
6. (omback)r - . J25.N 1 2 3 4 S . 1 2 3 4 5 9w
7. 26. 1 2 3 4 5 b5, 1 2 3 4 5
X | -
8. 27 1 2 3 4 5. W6, 1 2 3 4 .5
Y . . . .
X3 8. 1 2 3 4 5 k. 1 2 3 4 5
10. ) 29. 1 2°3 .4 5 ‘W8, 1 2 3 4 5
n, . - . 3o, "1 2 3 4 s 9. 1 2 3 4 5
. ’ -’ * \ ’ A;’ )
12. ' : 31. .1 2 3 4 5 50. 1-°2.3 4 5 k\
. ‘ _ . ‘ '~ . ¥ ) - . l
13. o 2. 1 2 3 4 s si. 1 2 3 4 /45
’ * N 't - . ‘t' * \ ’ .
14, 1 2 3 4 5 7 |33, 1 2 3 4 5 152, 1 2 3 4 5
5. 1 2 3 & .5 %, 1 2 3 4 5 53. mome 1 2-4 5-10 11+
"~ ‘ . * . , \\
16, 1¥2 3 4 5 3%. 1 2 3 4 5 54. mane 1 2-4 5-10 11+
| g e : -
7. 1 2 3. 4 5 3. 1 2 3 4 5 55. nome .15 6-10 11-20 21+
. N . . - 3 .
18.- 1 2 3 4 5 (3. 12 3 4 s ,
19. 1 .2 3 4 5 3¢’ 1 2 3 4 5 ’
: V ‘ - .
-— R
o+ . 3, gRC
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Subscale Key * ' . bt
- . v » . "
’ Factor ” ‘ Items -
“  TForm E : Form S .
* Linkage 1193 « : . 14-28 '
Strudture - 34-40 (38 rev'scoréd") ) i ‘ 29-35 (33 rev scored) .
Capacity. 41246 - . . 36-41 .
Opennéss -+ 48-52 (51 rev'scored) - ’ 6347 (46 rev. .sco’r‘ed) “
) : Reward 54~57 (56,57 rev.scor_e‘diy" © 49-52 (51,52 rev scored)
-~ . - N -
Proximity 53, 58-60 - : ) )48, 53-55 . ¢
Synergy o 12-18 . .- -7-13 (
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